FROM SUGHRUE MION PLLC DC (THU) 9. 25'03 16:58/ST. 16:52/NO. 4260759075 P 20 



Amendment Uider 37 CJF.R. § 1.116 Attorney Docket No. Q52075 

U.S. Application No. 09/206,971 An Unit 2624 

j 

| REMARKS 

Claims f-35 have been examined. Applicant is adding new claims 36-39. Claims 1-39 
t 

4 

ate all the clain^s pending in the application. The examiner has indicated that claims 7-10 and 
17-20 would bej allowable if rewritten in independent form including all the limitations of the 
base claim and ^ny intervening claim. 



Applicant appreciates the examiner setting forth a Response to Arguments beginning on <j ) 
page 14 of the <j)ffice action. Applicant has considered the examiner's grounds of rejection and 
Response to Arguments in the Office action. Applicant provides the following reply. 



CC 

Cf> 
c> 

2 

a 
l\ 

Rejection of cjaims 1-4, 11-14, 21-24, 26-28 and 30-35 under 35 VS.C. § 102(e) - Miller 5 I 

The exafniner has rejected claims 1-4, 1 1-14, 21-24, 26-28 and 30-35 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by previously cited U.S. Patent No. 5,731,823 (hereinafter S \ 

Miller). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

» 

i 

t 

" A, Independent Claim 1 

With respect to claim U the examiner alleges that "Miller teaches a printer control circuit, 
(controller 30, dolumn 4, line 43) which is a dedicated printer control hardware circuit between 
an upper apparatus (host computer, column 4, lines 45-50) and a printer, the printer connected 
with the controller 30, figure 1) " (page 2, lines 3-6 of paragraph 2 of the Office action). 

The allegedly corresponding controller 30 of Miller is part of the printer and is not a 
"dedicated control hardware circuit disposed between an upper apparatus and a printer " as 
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recited in claitnj L Rather, the controller 30 of Miller is disposed within the printer and is part of 
the printer. 

I 

As sho\jn in Figure 1 of Miller, the allegedly corresponding printer controller 30 is 
located within (jhassis 12. (CoL 3, lines 25-26). Miller describes that a "typical inkjet printer 10 
includes a chases 12." (CoL 3, line 2). Accordingly, the allegedly corresponding printer 
controller 30 is jdisposed within and is a part of the printer 10 of Miller 

Additionally, Miller describes the flow chart 50 illustrated in Figures 3 A and 3B. In 
particular, Millar states that "[t]hese steps may occur in a printer driver (not shown) residing in 
the host compujer, in the software contained in the printer 10, in the printer hardware itself, or in 
any combinaiiop of these locations." (CoL 4, lines 47-50)(Emphasis added). 

It is cle^jr from the above, that Miller is simply stating that the only two locations where 
the steps of Cloy chart 50 can be performed is either in the printer or in the host computer. 
Miller fails to disclose the printer control circuit of claim 1, which is separate and distinct from 
the printer and l^ost computer. 

Also, tafeing the broadest interpretation of Miller, each step of flow chart 50 could be 
executed alternately between the printer or the host computer (i.e., step 104 at-the host computer, 
step 68 at the ptknter, step 72 at the host). However, even if, assuming arguendo* that Miller 
discloses such ap execution of those steps, Miller fails to disclose, teach or suggest the image 
completion circuit of claim 1 . 

Turning*the examiner's attention to the examiner's Response to Arguments on page 14, 
lines 6-15 of paragraph 8. Regardless of whether, for example step 68 of Miller is executed by 
the host computer or the printer, there is nothing taught or suggested by Miller that a portion of 
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the page imago jfcg,, first image element) is converted into low-resolution raster data at one 

location (e,g., ja{ the printer) and another portion of the same page image (e.g., second image 

i 

element) is conjerted into low-resolution raster data at another location (e.g., at the host 
computer). Ritijier, the entire page image is converted into low-resolution raster dala, at step 68, 
at one location, ^hich wouJd be either at the printer or the host computer. (Col. 5, lines 45-46). 

While tf^e examiner alleges that "the halftoning process of Miller, (104,68 72, fig, 3B) is 
a process of cemjverting high resolution pixel values to low resolution pixel values," (page 14, 
lines 9-1 1 of paragraph 8 of the Office action) this characterization of Miller is incorrect. The 
halftone proces^ of Miller where high-resolution raster data is converted to low-resolution raster 
data occurs at st^p 68 only. (CoL 5, lines 45-53). 

Miller states that the "output of step 104 is provided as a halftoning control signal 106 to 
the halftoning s£p 68." (CoL 8 t lines 56-57). (See also, col. 9, lines 27-38 of Miller). As shown 
in Figure 3B, stefp 104 is the generation of "control halftoning parameters" that includes the 
output of halftoning control signal 106. However, Miller is silent as to halftoning a portion of 
the page image 42 at step 104. Accordingly, the examiner has misinterpreted Miller and lias read 
limitations in thO Miller reference that are not disclosed. 

Applicant submits that the halftoning occurs at step 68 for the entire page image and thai 
the halftoning ccfntrol signal output to step 68 from step 104 merely permits a "different 
technique" uf halftoning to occur for different portions of the entire p age. While, Miller 
describes that "[*Jtep 104 may accomplish this by digitally halftoning the image 42 using the 
appropriate halftoning technique for each region of the page." (CoL 9, lines 3 l-34)(EmptiasiS 
added). It is clcir, that stop 68 accomplishes the halftoning (i.e., converting of high to low 

i' 
t 
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resolution rastcrjdaui) of image 42 by different techniques by receiving the halftoning parameters 

from step 104. (£ee col. 9, lines 21-51 describing resolution enhancement and smoothing of step 

104; compare (tfjntrol signal 90 and rasterizing step 60 at col. 7, lines 58-64). 

Step 104jdoes not convert high-resolution raster data to low-resolution raster data. 

Further, even assuming arguendo, that raster data is converted from high to low at step 104, 

Miller discloses £hat each region of the page is halftone^ that is, the entire page is halftoned and 

not just a portioij thereof. 

/ 

Accordir^ly, Miller fails to disclose that a portion of the image 42 is converted into low- 
tesolution data a| one location (e.g., the controller 30 printer) and that the host transmits low- 
resolution data t6 the printer for another portion of the image 42. Mgure 2 of Miller illustrates 
image 42 (i.e., trjb entire page) that includes the allegedly corresponding first and second image 

elements. > 

i 

In contradistinction, the "complete print image" of claim 1 includes the first image 
element and the |econd image element, whereby the first image element is converted to first low- 
resolution raster data at the printer control circuit and the second low-resolution raster data is 
transmitted froio^the upper apparatus. Miller fails to disclose these features. 

For at lea^t these reasons, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 1 be 
withdrawn. ClaiJns 2-4, 7-10 and 31 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency on 
claim 1, as well as reciting their own patentably distinct features. 

Additionally, with respect to claim 31, applicant submits that col, 4, lines 45-50 fails to 
teach or suggesc Shat the second low-resolution raster data for a second image element is 
generated by performing a halftone process in the upper apparatus. As state above, Miller fails 
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to disclose that pie upper apparatus performs halftoning for one portion of the image 42 (i*e. t the 

second image element) and transmits the second low-resolution raster data to the image 

completion chxjiit and transmits high-resolution raster data for the first image element to the 

halftoning ciicujk, where the halftoning circuit converts the high-resolution raster data to first 

low-resolution ijaster data. 

B. Independent Claim 11 

The distjnguishiag features discussed above with respect to claim 1 arc present in claim 
11. The printer jof claim 1 1 includes an image completion circuit that receives first low- 
resolution rasteij data from the halftoning circuit of the printer for the first image element and 
receives secondflow-resolution raster data from the upper apparatus for the second image 
clement, Millorj fails to disclose these features. 

Notwithstanding, claim 11 includes a distributor which receives the image data from the 
upper apparatus! and distributes high-resolution raster data to a halftoning circuit and low- 
resolution rasteij data to an image completion circuit. Miller fails to disclose, teach or suggest 
this feature of tRe printer of claim 11* There is nothing in Miller that corresponds to the claimed 
distributor. 

i 

For at lebst these reasons, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 1 1 be 
withdrawn. Cairns 12-14, 17-20 and 32 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency on 
claim 1 1, as wsH as reciting their own patentably distinct features. 

Additionally, with respect to claim 32, applicant submits that col. 4, lines 45-50 fails to 
leach or suggests that the second low-resolution raster data for a second image element is 
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generated by pejforming a halftone process in the upper apparatus. (See discussion of claim 31 
above). \ 

i 

C. Independent Claim 21 

The distinguishing features discussed above with respect to claim 1 are present in claim 
2L Hie printing system of claim 21 includes an upper apparatus, a printer and a dedicated 
printer control hardware circuit located between the upper apparatus and printer. The dedicated 
hardware circuit is separate and distinct from the upper apparatus and/or the printer. Further, 
Miller fails to d^close the image completion circuit of claim 21. 

For at lejkst these reasons, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 21 be 
withdrawn. Claims 22-24 and 33 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency on claim 
2L 

Additionjally, with respect to claim 33, applicant submits that col. 4, lines 45-50 fails to 
teach or suggestjthat the second low-resolution raster data for a second image element is 
generated by performing a halftone process in the upper apparatus. (Sec discussion of claim 31 
above). 

D. Independent Claim 26 

i 

The distinguishing features discussed above with respect to claim 1 are present in claim 
26. The upper apparatus output high-rcsolutiqn raster data for a first image element and low- 
resolution rasteridata for which halftoning has been processed for a second image element. 
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For at Ioa^t these reasons, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 26 be 
withdrawn- Claijns 27-28 and 34 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency on claim 
26. | 

Additionally, with respect to claim 34, applicant submits that col. 4, lines 45-50 fails to 
teach or suggest ijhat the second low-resolution raster data for a second image element is 
generated by performing a halftone process in the upper apparatus. (See discussion of claim 31 
above). 

E. Independent Claim 30 

The distinguishing features discussed above with respect to claim 1 are present in claim 
30. The computer-readable recording medium of claim 30 recites that the computer output high- 
resolution raster 4ata for a first image element and low-resolution raster data for which 
halftoning has be^n processed for a second image element. 

For at lea^t these reasons, applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 30 be 
withdrawn. Clairji 35 is patentable at least by virtue of its dependency on claim 30. 

Additionally, with respect to claim 35, applicant submits that col. 4, lines 45-50 fails to 
teach or suggest tfeat the second low-resolution raster data for a second image element is 
generated by perf«?rming a halftone process in the upper apparatus. (See discussion of claim 31 
above). 

Rejection of Claims 5, 6, 15, 16, 25 under 35 US.C. § 103(a) - Miller and Schoon 

The examiner has rejected claims 5, 6, 15, 16 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
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allegedly being jmpatentable over Miller as applied to claims 1, 11 and 21 above, and further in 

view of previously cited U.S. Patent No. 4,857,904 (hereinafter Schoon). Applicant respectfully 

traverses this rejection. 

Applicarjt notes that Schoon fails to cure the deficiencies of Miller with respect to 
independent claims 1, 11 and 21. Indeed, the teachings of Schoon are inapplicable to the 
deficiencies dismissed above with respect to Miller. 

Miller anjd Schoon, individually or in combination, fail to teach or suggest independent 
claims 1,11 and|2L Therefore, claims 5-6, 15-16 and 25 are patentable at least by virtue of their 
dependency. ! 

Rejection of Cfcjim 29 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) - Miller and Foruya 

The examiner has rejected claim 29 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable ovejr Miller as applied to claim 26, and further in view of previously cited U,S. 
Patent No. 6,3041335 (hereinafter Furuya). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Furuya ::ails to cure the deficiencies of Miller with respect to claim 26, as discussed 
above. The teachings of Furuya are inapplicable. Accordingly, Miller and Furuya, individually 
or in combination, fail to render obvious claim 26, Claim 29 is patentable at icasL by virtue of its 
dependency on e$aim 26, as well as reciting its own patentably distinct features. 

Additionally, applicant provides the following supplemental remarks. 

Col. 7, litres 6-7 of Furuya describes "sequential transmission of pages of encoded image 
data from host copiputer 1 to printer 1G0." "The page of encoded image data is divided into 
blocks (e.g., 1 st b^ock, 2 nd block, 3 rd block, etc.)." (CoL 7, lines 11-12). "The blocks of encoded 
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image data are tjjien sequentially transmitted from host computer 1 to reception unit 5 in 

controller 2." (dol. 7, lines 12-14). 

The general proposition of sequentially transmitting image data, fails to teach or suggest 
sequentially traijsmitting "high-resolution raster image data" for said "first image element" and 
"low-resolution jraster data** for said "second image element " Indeed, Furuya describes 
segmenting ima^e data because it provides that a large page of encoded image data can be 
stored, block-byfblock, in the printer's reception buffer. (Col. 2, lines 17-21). Accordingly, 
Furuya fails to t^ach any relationship between the type of data and segmentation thereof (i.e., 
first image element or second image element) and the sequentially transmitting of image data. 

Addicicmjally, even if , assuming arguendo, that the combination of Miller and Furuya, 
teach or suggest jthis aspect of claim 29, the block start command 32 and job end command 34 of 
Furuya (coL 8, lines 1-10) fail to teach, suggest, or correspond to the claimed transmitting a 
raster end comn$nd for instructing raster termination of a pertinent image element when a first 
or second ima&eielement is not available . (Emphasis added). The examiner has completely 
ignored the specific limitations of the claim and the grounds of rejection are deficient in 
establishing thatihis aspect of Furuya combined with Miller, teach or suggest the above- 
mentioned limitation. 

Even if. Assuming arguendo, that a skilled artisan had combined this aspect of Furuya 
with Miller, the; iesult would not have yielded or rendered obvious the upper apparatus of claim 
29. Rather, the combination would have yielded an end command transmitted when the entire 
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page image 42 <^f Miller had been transmitted and not when the first or second image element is 

■ it 

not available. Inhere is no teaching in Miller and/or Furuya as to this condition. 

Finally, [he examiner* s alleged motivation to modify Miller cannot be objectively traced 

i 

from Miller andj Furuya, individually or in combination* Indeed, the examiner sets forth the 
benefits that ari|e from the aspects recited in claim 29, which are apparent only after the 
invention is kncjwn, and alleges that these are the reasons to provide the specific invention 

i, 

claimed. Indisputably, the examiner is relying on impermissible hindsight. 

t 

t 

■ I 

Conclusion 

In view If the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, aid such actions are hereby solicited If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feek hay be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested, to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USFfTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No* 19-4880. Please also credit any 
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